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T003-4.1
Thank you for the information.
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T003-5.1
Section 4.2.5 contains information on the Applicant's insurance
coverage and cost recovery for incidents.

T003-5.2
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories independently reviewed it,
as discussed in Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.
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T003-6.1
Thank you for the information.
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T003-7.1
Thank you for the information.
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T003-7.2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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T003-8.1
Section 4.3.1.4 and Appendix C3-2 contain information on safety
and security measures. The LNG tankers entering Boston Harbor
would have comparable requirements as directed by the local
Captain of the Port.

Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential impacts associated
with the increased vessel traffic due to the proposed Project. The
FSRU would be located 3.5 NM (3.54 miles) from the eastern
boundary of the Point Mugu Sea Range (Pacific Missile Range).
Impacts MT-5 and MT-6 in Section 4.3.4 address potential Project
impacts on Naval and Point Mugu Sea Range operations.
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T003-8.2
Sections 4.2.7.3 and 4.3.1.5 contain information on the use of
American crews and U.S.-flagged vessels.

T003-8.3
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies.

T003-8.4
Section 4.2.3, the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1),
and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories'
review of the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C2) contain
revised information on the 1977 Oxnard study.
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T003-9.1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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T003-9.2
Thank you for the information.
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T003-10.1
Section 2.4 contains information on the proposed Center Road
pipeline route.

T003-10.2
Section 4.13.1.3 contains information on land uses along the
proposed Center Road Pipeline route.

Section 4.2.8.2 contains information on regulations regarding
pipelines. Appendix C3-3 contains information on design and safety
standards applicable to natural gas projects. The Applicant would
design, install, operate, maintain, and inspect pipelines to meet
regulatory requirements. Industrial land uses near pipelines would
not be restricted with the implementation of these regulations.
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T003-10.3
Section 4.13.1.3 contains information on this topic. Also see Figure
4.13-2.

T003-10.4
Sections 4.10, 4.13, and 4.17 contain information on these topics.

T003-11.1
Thank you for the information.
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T003-11.2
Sections 4.2.7.3 and 4.3.1.5 contain information on the use of
American crews and U.S.-flagged vessels.

T003-11.3
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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T003-12.1
Thank you for the information.
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T003-12.2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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T003-12.3
The lead Federal and State agencies share the responsibility to
ensure that mitigation measures are implemented. Table 6.1-1 in
Chapter 6 is the basis for the Mitigation Monitoring Program, which
would be implemented, consistent with section 15097(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, to ensure that each mitigation measure is
incorporated into Project design, construction, operation, and
maintenance activities. Additionally, the USCG would review and
approve deepwater port construction drawings in accordance with
46 CFR 149.620. This review, along with USCG inspections and
classification society surveys during the construction and
installation of the deepwater port, would ensure compliance with
applicable international, national, and industrial regulations and
standards and with mitigation measures noted in this EIS/EIR and
any conditions noted in the deepwater port's license.

Table 6.1-1 lists mitigation measures. MARAD and the USCG have
joint responsibility for implementation of these mitigation measures,
as required by various Federal laws.
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T003-13.1
Thank you for the information.

T003-13.2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
Impact AIR-8 in Section 4.6.4 contains an updated analysis of
impacts on air quality from the FSRU and Project vessels.

T003-13.3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project emissions
and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health
effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised impacts and
mitigation measures.
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T003-13.4
Section 4.20.1.3 discusses this topic.

T003-13.5
Section 4.20.1.9 discusses expansion of Port of Hueneme
warehouses. Section 4.20.3.3 discusses the marine traffic impacts
of this expansion.

T003-13.6
Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agency's lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."



Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.
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T003-14.1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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T003-15.1
Thank you for the information.
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T003-15.2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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T003-16.1
Thank you for the information.

T003-16.2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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T003-17.1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

T003-18.1
Thank you for the information.
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